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All persons are by nature free and independent, and have certain natural and unalienable rights, among which are those of 
enjoying and defending life and liberty, of acquiring, possessing, and protecting property, and ofpursuing and obtaining safety 
and happiness. — Article 1, Section 1, New Jersey State Constitution 


ATF declaring war on honest 
gun owners 

-- Time for Congress to rein in this 
rogue agency 

By Erich Pratt 

They are coming for your 
guns any way they can. 

The Bureau of Alcohol, 
Taxation, Firearms and Explosives 
(ATF) is waging a war on innocent gun 
owners, and not surprisingly, the 
Obama administration has done 
nothing to keep them in check. 

In recent years, thanks to 
byzantine federal laws and regulations 
subject to ATF interpretation, the 
number of federal firearms license 
(FFL) holders has decreased almost 
80%. 

For over three decades the 
ATF has worked hard to earn its 
notorious reputation. As far back as 
1982 the Senate Subcommittee on the 
Constitution found that ATF agents 
regularly: 

* “Trampled upon the Second 
Amendment” by chilling the exercise of 
the right to keep and bear arms by law 
abiding citizens; 

* “Offended the Fourth Amendment” by 
unreasonably searching and seizing 
private property; and, 

* “Ignored the Fifth Amendment” by 
taking private property without just 
compensation and by entrapping 
honest citizens without regard for the 
due process of law. 

The Subcommittee report also 
noted that about 75 percent of AFT gun 
prosecutions were aimed at ordinary 
citizens who had “neither criminal intent 
nor knowledge,” but were “enticed by 
agents” into unknowing technical 
violations. 

This lack of integrity in ATF 
management is reminiscent of a 1993 
60 Minutes feature story, when ATF 


agent Bob Hoffman stunned interviewer 
Mike Wallace by saying that “the people 
I put in jail have more honor than the top 
administration in this organization.” 

In 1994 the ATF sent shock 
waves through the gun community when 
they admitted to computerizing 60 
million gun dealer records, which they 
said was okay because the records 
belonged to former gun dealers. 

In 1995 Thomas A. Busey, 
chief custodian of machine gun 
registrations at ATF, told a training class 
for ATF agents that “when we testify in 
court, we testify that the data base is 
100 percent accurate. That’s what we 
testify to, and we will always testify to 
that. As you probably well know, that 
may not be 100 percent true.” Busey 
went on to say that the error rate was 
“between 49 and 50 percent.” Thus the 
ATF practices institutional perjury? 

One U.S. senator is looking 
into the agency’s contemptible practices 
and asking pointed questions of ATF 
Acting Director Ken Melson. 

In late January, Sen. Charles 
Grassley (R-IA) questioned Melson 
about Project Gunrunner, a program in 
which the ATF approves of illegal gun 
purchases made throughout the 
southwest. On Jan. 30 newspaper 
headlines in El Paso, Texas, stated that: 
“US Agency intentionally permits arms 
to be trafficked into Mexico.” 

To make matters worse, says 
Sen. Grassley, one of the sales the ATF 
sanctioned went to suspected straw 
purchasers who later shot and killed 
Customs and Border Protection agent 
Brian Terry. [See NJM Newsletter, April 
2011 ] 

The return of standing armies 

The ATF represents the 
epitome of why the Founding Fathers 
feared standing armies - professional, 


armed agents who could abuse the 
rights of the people - inside our borders. 

James Madison, the fourth 
President of our country and the man 
who is known as the Father of the 
Constitution, stated during the 
constitutional convention that, “As the 
greatest danger to liberty is from large 
standing armies, it is best to prevent 
them by an effectual provision for a 
good militia.” 

Would several hundred federal 
police agencies (all of them armed) 
constitute a professional standing army 
of the kind that the Founders feared? 
Madison would probably think so 
especially since the Constitution only 
gave the federal government law- 
enforcement authority in four very 
limited areas. 

Thomas Jefferson, our third 
President, agreed. While writing an 
opposition piece for Kentucky, Jefferson 
stated that the unpopular Alien & 
Sedition Acts of 1798 exceeded 
Congress’ authority: “The Constitution of 
the United States [has] delegated to the 
Congress a power to punish treason, 
counterfeiting the securities and current 
coin of the United States, piracies and 
felonies committed on the high seas, 
and offences against the laws of 
nations, and no other crimes whatever.” 

One should notice that 
enforcing “gun crimes” was not part of 
Jefferson’s list. 

A new standing rule in the 
House of Representatives requires 
every piece of legislation to contain the 
constitutional authority that would justify 
its passage. If followed, this is a great 
idea because it would ultimately sink the 
ATF. - The Gun Owners, Vol. XXXI, No. 
1, March 28, 2011 


Freedom is NOT a loophole 







A Second Amendment 
Bookshelf 

The Second Amendment: Preserving he 
Inalienable Right to Self-Protection, by 
David Barton 

This skinny little book has more 
to say about what the 2nd Amendment 
means than many books three times its 
size. If you want the clear, concise, well- 
documented heart of the gun-rights 
debate, here it is. It relies on all the early 
thinking and writing from the Colonial 
days, gives citations for everything, and 
provides the verbal ammunition you 
need to make an authoritative case any 
time you speak up about the right to 
keep and bear arms. Why is the Second 
Amendment so important? This makes it 
clear. 

* * * 

That Every Man Be Armed, by Stephen 
P. Halbrook 

Sets the historical record 
straight in a detailed scholarly way. Put 
to rest at last any questions you may 
have about the intent behind the 2nd 
Amendment. With 1,300 annotations, 
Halbrook looks at, reports on, and 
quotes sheaves of actual original 
documents of the founding 
fathers. There is some invented 
confusion on this issue in America 
today, but as you'll see, there wasn't any 
back then. The title is from a quote by 
Patrick Henry, "The whole object is that 
every man be armed. Everyone who is 
able may have a gun." Henry's peers 
make similarly unambiguous remarks, 

removing all doubt. 

* * * 

In Search of the Second Amendment, 
Produced and directed by David T. 
Hardy 

One of the nation's leading 
Second Amendment scholars has 
brought together the cream of America's 
gun-rights experts, and produced a 
stunning video that examines every 
critical facet of the right to keep and 
bear arms from a present-day 
perspective. Why take it from news or 
political commentators, when you can 
listen to the professors, legal experts, 
historians and constitutional scholars 
who really know what they're saying. 
Includes original historical documents, 
many filmed here for the first time. 

Stellar array of experts 
includes: Akhil Amar, Brannon Denning, 
Carol Bamberry, Clayton Cramer, Daniel 
Polsby, David Kopel, Don Kates, Joyce 
Malcolm, Eugene Volokh, Gary Kleck, 
Glenn Reynolds, Nelson Lund, Nicholas 
Johnson, Randy Barnett, Robert Cottrol, 
Roy Innes, Sandy Froman, Sanford 
Levinson, Stephen Halbrook 


— www.qunlaws.com 

ACLU defends courthouse 
petitioning 

Daytona Beach -The ACLU 
of Florida today filed a challenge to an 
Order by Chief Judge Belvin Perry, Jr. 
of the Ninth Judicial Circuit that bans 
protected speech on the Orange 
County and Osceola County 
Courthouse complexes. The ACLU’s 
Petition asks the Fifth District Court of 
Appeal of Florida to overturn the Order. 

The ACLU filed the Petition on 
behalf of the Fully Informed Jury 
Association (“FIJA”) and James Cox, 
who regularly spoke about jurors’ rights 
and distributed leaflets and other 
related educational materials at the 
Orange County Courthouse. Mr. Cox’s 
expressive conduct, and the FIJA 
materials he offered to members of the 
public focused primarily on jury 
nullification, sometimes referred to as 
“jury pardons.” 

The January 31, 2011 order 
bans the distribution of materials, oral 
protest, education, or counseling 
“intended to influence summoned jurors 
on any matter” which is, or may be 
pending before that individual as a 
juror. 

“The government cannot place 
preemptive restrictions on free speech 
just because it doesn’t like what is 
being said,” said Howard Simon, 
Executive Director of the ACLU of 
Florida. “Educating the public and 
jurors is not obstructing justice.” 

The ACLU argues that the ban 
violates the United States and Florida 
Constitutions, by censoring political 
speech and expressive conduct based 
solely on its content, with no compelling 
state interest, and imposes a prior 
restraint on that protected speech. 

"While a judge has the right 
[power] to control his or her courtroom, 
that right must give way to the First 
Amendment right of a citizen to 
exercise free speech on the courthouse 
steps. We must protect even unpopular 
and controversial speech to give First 
Amendment rights ample breathing 
space they need to survive," said ACLU 
cooperating attorney Lawrence G. 
Walters. 

FIJA was established in 
Montana in 1989 to educate Americans 
about their rights and responsibilities 
when serving as jurors, including their 
powers of “jury nullification” or “jury 
pardon” by which jurors are 
encouraged to “vote their conscience” 
on a case. 

“Jury pardons are deeply 


rooted in American jurisprudence, even 
if they may be disfavored by judges,” 
Simon said. “No matter how unpopular 
or controversial a specific idea is, 
educating potential jurors about legal 
theory is not a crime. It’s protected 
speech.” 

— Press Release March 2, 2011 
Ed.: the right to hand out 
leaflets at court houses has been 
litigated many times in favor of free 
expression, but some judges never get 
the message. If their pay was docked 
for every unconstitutional order they 
issue they might start paying attention. 

Mayors Against Illegal Guns 

New York Mayor Michael 
Bloomberg’s organization Mayors 
Against Illegal Guns claim a 
membership of 593 mayors. Of these, 
399 (over 67%) are in four states - New 
Jersey (40), New York (108), Ohio (71) 
and Pennsylvania^ 80). If you throw in 
California (21) and Florida (36), they 
account for 456 (over 76%) of their 
alleged membership. 

There are approximately 
8,291 mayors, nationally, of localities 
with over 30,000 citizens. Even 
disregarding the fact that a fair number 
of Bloomberg's group are not even 
included in that count, due to small 
constituencies, this means that fewer 
than 7.2% of the nation's mayors agree 
with his goals and methods enough to 
allow themselves to be counted among 
his supporters. 

The vast majority of states, 
37.7% (see table below) could produce 
only 5 or fewer members, from the 
many hundreds of mayors in each 
state. In fact, they could not persuade 
a SINGLE mayor in 12 states to join in 
their conspiracy to subvert the 
Constitution: 

Alabama - 3, Alaska - 1, 
Arizona - 0, Arkansas - 2, Colorado -1, 
Georgia- 5, Hawaii - 1, Idaho - 0, 
Indiana - 5, Iowa - 2, Kansas - 3, 
Kentucky - 0, Louisiana - 4, Maine - 4, 
Maryland - 4, Michigan - 3, Minnesota - 
3, Mississippi - 3, Missouri - 3, Montana 
- 0, Nebraska - 3, New Hampshire - 0, 
New Mexico - 2, Nevada - 0, North 
Dakota - 1, Oklahoma - 0, Oregon - 2, 
Rhode Island - 0, South Carolina - 2, 
South Dakota - 0, Tennessee - 3, 
Texas - 2, Utah - 0, Vermont - 2, West 
Virginia - 0, Wisconsin - 5, Wyoming - 
0. 

- VA-ALERT May 2, 2011 


In the beginning of change the patriot is a scarce man, brave, hated and scorned. When his cause succeeds, however, the timid 
join him, for then it costs nothing to be a patriot. - Mark Twain 











Head in the sand over 
prosecutorial misconduct 

By Erwin Chemerinsky 

The U.S. Supreme Court is 
oblivious to a serious problem: 
prosecutorial misconduct. Study after 
study has demonstrated serious 
prosecutorial misconduct at both the 
federal and state levels. For example, 
early this month, the Innocence Project 
at Santa Clara University School of Law 
documented 102 California cases in 
which prosecutors engaged in 
misconduct. Egregious prosecutorial 
misconduct has occurred in high- 
publicity cases, such as the prosecution 
of the Duke University lacrosse players 
and the late Alaska Sen. Ted Stevens. 

Unfortunately, the Supreme 
Court has not gotten the message. 
Twice in the past three years the Court 
has considered lawsuits by innocent 
individuals who spent years in prison 
because of prosecutorial misconduct. In 
both instances, the Court held that the 
victims could not recover. These cases 
send a disturbing message that the 
Court is shielding prosecutors from 
liability. 

In Van de Kamp v. Goldstein, 
555 U.S. 335 (2009), the Court 

dismissed a suit against prosecutors by 
a man who spent 24 years in prison for 
a murder he did not commit. There was 
no physical evidence linking Goldstein 
to the crime, no eyewitness and no 
confession. The key evidence came 
from two witnesses who said that they 
heard him admit to the killing. One later 
recanted. 

The other, Edward Fink, had a 
long history of making deals with 
prosecutors to get a reduction in 
charges and punishments in exchange 
for testimony against other inmates. 
Prosecutors never disclosed Fink's 
history to Goldstein's lawyers nor the 
discussions about the benefits Fink 
would receive for testifying against 
Goldstein. 

After Goldstein was 
exonerated, he sued the then-district 
attorney for failing to institute a policy of 
disclosing such information to criminal 
defendants, as required by the U.S. 
Constitution. The Supreme Court 
unanimously held that Goldstein's civil 
suit had to be dismissed because of 
absolute prosecutorial immunity. 

The Supreme Court has held 
that prosecutors have absolute immunity 
for their prosecutorial acts, but only 
qualified immunity for their 
administrative and investigative acts. 
See, e.g ,,lmbler v. Pachtman, 424 U.S. 
409 (1976). Goldstein's suit was based 
on the administrative failure of the DA, 


including the failure to adequately train 
and supervise DAs on the need to 
disclose impeachment material. The 
Supreme Court declared: "[W]e 
conclude that prosecutors involved in 
such supervision or training or 
information-system management enjoy 
absolute immunity from the kind of legal 
claims at issue here." 

On March 29, in Connick v. 
Thompson, 2011 WL 1119022 (U.S.), 
the Court ruled against a man who was 
convicted and spent 18 years in prison, 
and 14 years on death row, because of 
prosecutorial misconduct [See NJM 
Newsletter, April 2011] 

These two cases share much 
in common. Both involved innocent men 
imprisoned because of prosecutors' 
failure to comply with the constitutional 
duty to turn material over to the defense. 
It is exactly the kind of misconduct that 
studies show happens with alarming 
frequency. In both cases, the Court 
rejected claims that constitutional 
violations occurred because prosecutors 
were inadequately trained and 
instructed as to their constitutional duty 
to disclose exculpatory and 
impeachment material. 

Most importantly, the Court 
ruled against the innocent victims of 
prosecutorial misconduct. In doing so, 
the Court has sent a disturbing message 
that it just doesn't realize that there is a 
serious problem that infects our criminal 
justice system. 

— Erwin Chemerinsky is dean of the 
University of California, Irvine School of 
Law 

Stevens urges Congress to 
Crack Down on Prosecutorial 
Misconduct 

Retired Justice John Paul 
Stevens said Supreme Court decisions 
have given local prosecutors impunity 
for violating constitutional rights, and 
urged Congress to respond by 
authorizing victims of misconduct to sue. 

In a speech Monday night 
Justice Stevens criticized the court’s 
March decision overturning a jury’s $14 
million award to an innocent man who 
spent 14 years on death row after 
prosecutors concealed evidence that 
could have cleared him. 

The Court in the case of 
Connick v. Thompson rejected the freed 
man’s theory that the New Orleans 
district attorney’s office was negligent 
for failing to train its staff to comply with 
longstanding precedents requiring 
prosecutors to disclose exculpatory 
evidence to defendants. 

Stevens said that the nature of 
the American criminal justice system— 


where most local prosecutors are 
elected—“creates a problem of 
imbalanced incentives that ought to be 
addressed at the state and national 
level.” 

Because district attorneys often 
run on tough-on-crime platforms, the 
pressures to ensure convictions far 
outweigh the rewards for respecting 
rights of the accused, Stevens said. 

That could be fixed, he said, by 
making district attorneys liable when 
their subordinates commit outrageous 
violations of constitutional rights. 
Private-sector employees already are 
liable for their employees’ misconduct, 
under a legal doctrine called respondeat 
superior. The doctrine “provides a 
powerful continuing incentive for 
employers to make sure that their 
employees are adequately trained,” 
Stevens said. More important, he said, 
“it would produce a just result in cases 
like Thompson’s in which there is no 
dispute about the fact that he was 
harmed by conduct that flagrantly 
violated his constitutional rights." 

Wall St. Journal Law Blog, May 3, 2011 

Inflation? Falling Dollar? No 
problem! 

The Fed points to the all-urban 
consumer price index (CPI-U) and notes 
that it was up only 2.7 percent in March 
relative to the same month a year 
earlier. Strip out the costs of food and 
energy, and “core CPI”—the Fed’s 
preferred measure—is just 1.2 percent. 

But to ordinary Americans, 
what matters is prices of food and 
gasoline. 

The reason the CPI is losing 
credibility is that, as economist John 
Williams tirelessly points out, it’s a 
bogus index. The way inflation is 
calculated by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics has been “improved” 24 times 
since 1978. If the old methods were still 
used, the CPI would actually be 10 
percent. Yes, folks, double-digit inflation 
is back. Pretty soon you’ll be able to 
figure out the real inflation rate just by 
moving the decimal point in the core CPI 
one place to the right. 

It’s not only the BLS that 
speaks with a forked tongue. Members 
of the Council on Foreign Relations last 
week heard Treasury Secretary Tim 
Geithner say: “Our policy has been and 
will always be that a strong dollar is in 
the interest of the country.” Fact: the 
dollar has depreciated relative to other 
currencies by 17 percent since 2009. 
— Niall Ferguson in Newsweek, May 2, 
2011 




“Triple Play” on DVD 

JPFO now has a special 
"three in one" compilation of our most 
recent film projects. Now on one DVD, 
you will find "2A Today for the U.S.A.", 
"No Guns for Negroes", and "No Guns 
for Jews". We call this the "Triple 
Play". Even though all three films have 
been available as free downloads on 
the JPFO web site, we have found that 
copying directly from a DVD is easier 
for most people. 

These three presentations are 
the perfect way to educate your fellow 
Americans to the urgent importance of 
the Second Amendment, and how the 
degradation of 2A in our nation today 
has created immense problems ... and 
invites even larger ones. 

JPFO can only be as effective 
as YOU make us. We provide you the 
"intellectual ammunition", but if you 
won't use it, and actively support us in 
our efforts, positive change will not 
occur soon enough. 

You are encouraged to make 
copies of your "master" DVD and 
distribute those copies as far and wide 
as possible, with the understanding that 
this permission is granted ONLY for 
non-commercial use. 

Make numerous copies. Pass 
them around! Get this information out 
there! 

$16.95 postpaid. Order line 
number: (800) 869-1884 (office hours) 

- Jews for the Preservation of Firearms 
Ownership ALERT Mar. 10, 2011 

D.C. zoning laws nullify 
Second Amendment 

WASHINGTON - Nearly 
three years after the Supreme Court 
overturned the D.C. ban on handguns, 
residents of the District can no longer 
register guns in the city. 

A de facto ban is in place 
because the one man who could 
facilitate handgun ownership has 
stopped taking registration orders 
because he has lost his lease. 

Charles Sykes is the only 
licensed firearm dealer in the city that 
will transfer guns for individuals. Sykes 
doesn't sell the guns — there are no 
gun stores in D.C. His company 
facilitates the transfer of guns from out 
of state stores into the District for a fee 
of $125 per gun. 

Federal law prohibits 
individuals from buying a handgun 
outside D.C. and then bringing it into 
the District. That transfer has to be 
done by someone with a Federal 
Firearms License. 


Alan Gura, the attorney who 
argued and won the case before the 
Supreme Court, says this may mean 
going back to court. 

Even if Sykes were to find a 
new location, he is required to give the 
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and 
Firearms 30 days advance notice of his 
move, and then the ATF has 60 days to 
review and approve the new location. 
The move would also have to be 
approved by the Metropolitan Police 
Department and the District's Office of 
Zoning. 

Zoning regulations require 
gun dealers to locate in either a 
commercial zone or industrial zone. 
Most of the District is either zoned for 
residential use or is federal land. There 
is also the added restriction of dealers 
not being able to open a shop within 
300 feet of any home, church, school, 
library or playground. 

Gura says that's not in 
keeping with the Supreme Court ruling. 

"The bottom line is the 
people who live in Washington, D.C. 
are entitled to the right to keep and 
bear arms for self-defense," he says. 
"The city cannot use its zoning laws to 
interfere with that right." 

-- Mark Segraves, wtop.co, 4/29/2011 

Assertion: FBI can get phone 
records without oversight 

The Justice Department has 
asserted that the FBI can obtain 
telephone records of international calls 
made from the U.S. without any formal 
legal process or court oversight, 
according to a document obtained by 
McClatchy. 

Critics say this creates a 
potential loophole that could lead to a 
repeat of FBI abuses that were 
supposed to have been stopped in 
2006. 

Since the Sept. 11 attacks, 
the FBI obtained thousands of 
telephone records for international calls 
in an attempt to thwart potential 
terrorists. 

The bureau devised an 
informal system of requesting the 
records from three telecommunications 
firms to create what one agent called a 
"phone database on steroids" that 
included names, addresses, length of 
service and billing information. 

In January 2010, McClatchy 
asked for a copy of the DOJ memo 
after a reference to it appeared in a 
heavily excised section of a report on 
how the FBI abused its powers when 
seeking telephone records. 

In the report the DOJ 
inspector general said "the Office of 


Legal Counsel agreed with the FBI that 
under certain circumstances (word or 
words redacted) allows the FBI to ask 
for and obtain these records on a 
voluntary basis from the providers, 
without legal process or a qualifying 
emergency." 

In its letter to McClatchy, 
however, the OLC specified a 1978 
federal wiretapping law that the Justice 
Department believes gives the FBI the 
authority. 

That interpretation could be 
stretched to apply to e-mails as well, 
said Kevin Bankston, an expert on 
electronic surveillance for the nonprofit 
Electronic Frontier Foundation. 

However, Bankston said, 
even if the law allows the FBI to ask for 
the records — an assertion he 
disagrees with — it would prohibit the 
telecommunication companies from 
handing them over. 

The FBI and Justice 
Department have refused to comment 
on the matter. 

Marisa Taylor, McClatchy 
Newspapers, Feb. 11,2011 

A review of Cruel and Unusual 
Punishment by Nonie Darwish 

Nonie Darwish was an 
Egyptian Muslim for the first 30 years of 
her life. Then she fled to America and is 
now a Christian. In 2007 she wrote Now 
They Call Me Infidel. 

In this book she highlights what 
sharia law means, and how women are 
treated in Islam. She spells out in 
chilling detail the implications of Islamic 
law, and how the West must be very 
careful indeed about the spread of 
sharia. 

The treatment of women in 
Islam alone should serve as a warning 
for anyone who thinks sharia is 
compatible with freedom. 

Muslim women are prohibited 
under sharia from marrying non-Muslim 
men. But Muslim men can marry 
Christian or Jewish women. And the 
sharia marriage contract “is essentially a 
document granting sexual intercourse 
rights to the male and giving him total 
control over his four wives”. 

There are even temporary 
marriages purely for the sexual pleasure 
for the male, called mutaa, or pleasure 
marriage. This “marriage” can last as 
little as an hour. Misyar, or traveller’s 
marriage, is “designed to accommodate 
the male sexual appetite while 
travelling”. 

Divorce is all one way traffic in 
Islam. Men can divorce instantly, simply 
by saying “I divorce you” three times. A 
Muslim woman cannot initiate a divorce. 




In custody cases, children after the age 
of seven (or sometimes nine) belong to 
the father. 

And a male can beat his wife 
and sexually abandon her. Under sharia 
a husband deserves total submission 
and gratitude. As one revered Muslim 
scholar, Imam Ghazali has said, 
“Marriage is a form of slavery. The 
woman is man’s slave, and her duty 
therefore is absolute obedience”. 

Polygamy is also the right of 
Muslim men. But even more abhorrent 
is the practice of sexual gratification with 
children. There is no legal age for 
marriage under sharia. Thus the 
Supreme Leader of Iran, Ayatollah 
Khomeini, for example, said in an official 
statement, “A man can quench his 
sexual lusts with a child as young as a 
baby.” 

Of course Muhammad himself 
had a six-year-old wife, whom he 
consummated relations with when she 
was just nine. Islamic leaders argue that 
his life serves as an example for all 
Muslims. This is all codified in surah 
65:4 in the Koran. 

There are plenty of other 
misogynist elements to sharia law. 
Women adulterers are to be stoned to 
death; girls who fornicate are to be 
flogged; a woman’s testimony in a court 
of law is only worth half that of a man’s; 
women cannot be in the company of 
men who are not her relatives; female 
genital mutilation is rife; a Muslim wife 
needs her husband’s permission to 
travel; and so on. 

Then there is honour killing. 
While sharia does not expressly give 
men the right to kill women to protect 
their family honour, there are existing 
laws which protect men who do commit 
such killings. Indeed, sharia states that 
a killer of an apostate, a robber or an 
adulterer cannot be punished for 
murder. 

Darwish looks at what life is 
like for non-Muslims under sharia law. 
Jews and Christians are under 
dhimmitude, or second-class citizenship. 
Darwish chronicles the many ways in 
which non-Muslims are oppressed, 
discriminated against, and denied basic 
human rights. 

Muslims who think 
independently of sharia are also subject 
to tremendous opposition and 
oppression. Criticism of Islam is of 
course punishable by death. 
Muhammad himself ordered the killing 
of those who dared to criticise him. 

All schools of Islam agree that 
blasphemy or criticism of Islam is a 
capital offence. And Muslim imams do 
not expect to be questioned or 
challenged in any way. In such a world 


there is “no intellectual honesty, no 
dialogue, and no respect” 

Muslim preachers regard 
Westerners and Jews as the 
embodiment of evil, the personification 
of Satan. Therefore they can be cursed, 
deceived and killed. Indeed, according 
to sharia, lying and deception are 
obligatory at times when dealing with 
the enemies of Islam. 

As Darwish says, “The West 
should be clear on the nature of Sharia. 
It is nothing more than legal tyranny, a 
terminal disease that destroys the 
healthy functioning of society where 
everything is sacrificed for the sake of 
total control”. 

Indeed, say Darwish, Islam is 
not really a religion as much as it is a 
system of complete control and social 
order. It is an intolerant worldview which 
allows no opposition. Thus the West 
should resolutely oppose what she calls 
“Islamo-Fascism”. We should not 
tolerate intolerance. 

She concludes with practical 
suggestions for the West, including 
keeping sharia illegal, restricting 
immigration, and monitoring Muslim 
clerics on what they are preaching. And 
the West must rediscover and celebrate 
its Judeo-Christian heritage, and resist 
the inroads of secularism. 

Otherwise the vacuum caused 
by secularism will be quickly filled by a 
totalising Islam which seeks absolute 
control and the global extension of 
sharia. The aims of the Islamists are the 
very opposite of those who champion 
freedom and democracy. We must 
choose which system we wish to live 
under. Darwish has nicely laid out the 
implications of life under sharia. It is up 
to us how we respond. 

http://www.billmuehlenberg.com, 

6/24/2009 

The Repeal Amendment 

Republicans are proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution that 
would allow two-thirds of the states to 
override any federal law they did not 
agree with. 

The proposed constitutional 
amendment, a tea party favorite, is co¬ 
sponsored by Senators John Barasso 
(R-WY) and Orrin Hatch (R-UT). In the 
House, Rep. Rob Bishop (R-UT) is 
leading the charge. 

The goal, according to 
proponents, is to stop the tyranny of 
Washington over the economy and 
circumscribe other federal powers. 

Here's how the plan would 
work, from an op-ed by Bishop in Daily 
Caller announcing the amendment: 
”[l]f two-thirds of the states collectively 


find a federal law or regulation abhorrent 
or misguided, they should have the 
power to repeal said law or regulation. 
The law would then be sent back to 
Washington for further consideration, at 
which time Congress may choose not to 
act again on the matter, or they may 
vote to override the states' repeal and 
pass it in finality.” 

"American society itself is so 
diverse, so organic that we see the 
same fatal conceit when government 
tries to manage it from one central 
location," Bishop wrote. "That is, 
unfortunately, what we have done over 
the past 80 years." 

Supporters of the so-called 
Repeal Amendment say that it was the 
17th Amendment, ratified in 1913, that 
helped lead the country down the path 
of too much federal power. Tea partiers 
have suggested repealing the 17th 
Amendment - which allows for direct 
election of senators -- but Republicans 
have balked. 

Marianne Moran, executive 
director of the Repeal Amendment, told 
TPM a constitutional amendment may 
be easier to swallow then repealing the 
17th. 

"It's hard to take away direct 
election of senators from the people, but 
it was the idea of the founders that give 
state legislators more power," she said. 
"And that's why a lot of those people 
who support repeal of the 17th love the 
idea of the repeal amendment because 
it's easier to sell to a large majority of 
people that you'll be able to repeal bad 
acts of Congress." 

Meanwhile, GOP-controlled 
state legislatures have been considering 
bills allowing individual states to nullify 
the federal laws they don't like. 

Moran insists her scheme is 
drastically different from those 
nullification proposals, which are legally 
dubious at best. 

"It's completely different from 
nullification. This would be two-thirds of 
the states getting together to say we 
don't like a specific law or regulation, 
passing a resolution to each state 
legislature to that effect, and then it 
would be null and void," she told TPM. 
"It doesn't prevent Congress from 
coming back the very next day and 
passing that same law, but those 
senators and congressmen would 
probably no longer have their jobs come 
election season." "It's really designed to 
restore the balance of power between 
the states and federal government that's 
been usurped for a long period of time," 
she said. 

tpmdc.talkingpointsmemo. com/2011/05 




Who needs a gun at the car 
wash? 

COLORADO SPRINGS, 
Colo. -- A would-be robber wielding a 
knife got a surprise when the victim 
pulled a handgun, Colorado Springs 
police said. 

The incident happened just 
after 8 p.m. Tuesday at the Power 
Wash at 3730 Randall Drive, police 
said. 

A man was sitting in his car, 
which he had just finished washing. 
Another man walked up, pulled a knife 
on the victim and demanded his 
money. 

“The victim reached for 
what the suspect thought was a wallet, 
but was actually a semi-auto handgun," 
a police report said. "The victim pointed 
his gun at the suspect, who 
immediately fled on foot." 

The robber ran into an open 
space area, and officers using a 
tracking dog were unable to find him. 

— www.thedenverchannel.com June 1, 
2011 

The U.N. gun grabber 

American gun owners might 
not feel besieged, but they should. This 
week, the Obama administration 
announced its support for the United 
Nations Small Arms Treaty. This 
international agreement poses real 
risks for freedom both in the United 
States and around the world by making 
it more difficult - if not outright illegal - 
for law-abiding citizens to keep and 
bear arms. 

The U.N. claims that guns 
used in armed conflicts cause 300,000 
deaths worldwide every year, an 
inordinate number of which are the 
result of internal civil strife within 
individual nations. The solution 
proposed by transnationalists to keep 
rebels from getting guns is to make the 
global pool of weapons smaller through 
government action. According to recent 
deliberations regarding the treaty, 
signatory countries would be required 
to "prevent, combat and eradicate" 
various classes of guns to undermine 
"the illicit trade in small arms." Such a 
plan would necessarily lead to 
confiscation of personal firearms. 
This may seem like a reasonable 


solution to governments that don't trust 
their citizens, but it represents a 
dangerous disregard for the safety and 
freedom of everybody. First of all, not 
all insurgencies are bad. As U.S. 
history shows, one way to get rid of a 
despotic regime is to rise up against it. 
That threat is why authoritarian regimes 
such as Syria, Cuba, Rwanda, 
Vietnam, Zimbabwe and Sierra Leone 
endorse gun control. 

Political scientist Rudy 
Rummel estimates that the 15 worst 
regimes during the 20th century killed 
151 million of their own [disarmed] 
citizens, which works out to 1.5 million 
victims per year. Even if all 300,000 
annual deaths from armed conflicts can 
be blamed on the small-arms trade 
(which they cannot), governments are a 
bigger threat to most people than their 
neighbors. 

This U.N. treaty will lead to 
more gun control in America. "After the 
treaty is approved and it comes into 
force, you will find out that it has this 
implication or that implication and it 
requires the Congress to adopt some 
measure that restricts ownership of 
firearms," former U.S. Ambassador to 
the United Nations John R. Bolton 
warns. "The [Obama] administration 
knows it cannot obtain this kind of 
legislation purely in a domestic context. 
... They will use an international 
agreement as an excuse to get 
domestically what they couldn't 
otherwise." 

The U.N. Small Arms Treaty 
opens a back door for the Obama 
administration to force through gun 
control regulations. Threats to the 
Second Amendment are as real today 
as ever. -THE WASHINGTON TIMES 
Editorial May 27, 2010 

Taxpayer funds for La Raza 
“skyrocket” after leader 
secures White House job 

The National Council of La 
Raza, a staple (illegal) immigration 
advocacy group, has long benefited 
from government grants. But according 
to Judicial Watch, federal funding of the 
group has "skyrocketed" after Cecilia 
Munoz, La Raza’s senior vice 
president, joined the Obama 
administration as director of 


intergovernmental affairs in 2009. 

The Washington D.C.- 
based group has expanded nationwide 
to promote its, open-borders agenda 
via a network of community 
organizations dedicated to serving 
Latinos via local groups that provide 
social services, housing counseling and 
farm worker assistance as well as 
publicly-funded charter schools that 
promote radical Chicano curriculums. 
Judicial Watch published a special 
report on this a few years ago 

This week a JW probe has 
uncovered details of the federal funding 
that NCLR groups have received since 
Munoz joined the Obama 
Administration, an increase from $4.1 
million to $11 million. 

A big chunk of the money 
(60%) came from the Department of 
Labor, which is headed by a former 
California congresswoman (Hilda Solis) 
with close ties to the La Raza 
movement. Solis has launched a 
campaign to protect illegal immigrant 
workers in the U.S. Just this week Solis 
penned declarations with Guatemala 
and Nicaragua to preserve the rights of 
their migrants. 

The NCLR also received 
taxpayer dollars from other federal 
agencies in 2010, the JW probe found. 
HUD doled out $2.5 million for housing 
counseling, the Department of 
Education contributed nearly $800,000 
and the Centers for Disease Control a 
quarter of a million. 

Additionally, NCLR affiliates 
raked in tens of millions of government 
grant and recovery dollars last year. An 
offshoot called Chicanos Por La Causa 
(CPLC) saw its federal funding nearly 
double to $18.3 million. A social service 
and legal assistance organization 
(Ayuda Inc.) that didn’t receive any 
federal funding between 2005 and 
2008 got $600,000 in 2009 and 
$548,000 in 2010 from the Department 
of Justice. The group provides 
immigration law services and 
guarantees confidentiality to assure 
illegal aliens that they won’t be reported 
to authorities. 

- www.theblaze.com posted June 18, 
2011 
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